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REPORT 


TO      THE 


JENNINGS  ASSOCIATION. 


To  the  Members  of  /he  Jennings  Association  : 

1  here  submit  to  your  consideration  the  follo'wing  report  "which  I 

received  from  England,  from  Mr.  Fisher,  some  time  since  : 

LoxDON,  England. 

Columbus  Smith,  Esq.,  West  Salisbury,  Yt. 

Dear  Sir  : — I  believe  the  investigation  of  any  case  or  claim 
to  property  never  presented  so  many  obstacles,  or  required  so^  great 
care  and  such  careful  attention  and  consideration  as  the  Jeinnini"' 
case.  The  fact  of  so  many  of  the  different  newspapers  in  the 
United  States  having  published  statements  in  regard  to  tbis  pro- 
perty, estimated  at  more  than  £7.000,000  sterling  in  the  years 
1849  1850,  1851,  and  1852,  and  stating  that  by  a  late  decision 
"  one  half  of  the  estate  had  been  divided,  that  one  of  the  tortunate 
claimants  is  a  journeyman  painter  of  Maldon,  Mass..  named  Long- 
ham,  and  that  his  share  is  £500,000  sterling,"  or  nearly  $2500,- 
000.  In  addition  to  which  it  has  been  frequently  stated  that  tiiere 
•was  an  iron  chest  deposited  wilh  a  London  Banking  House  (sup- 
posed to  be  Messrs.  Childs  &  Co.,  Temple  Bar,)  which  had  not 
been  opened,  said  to  contain  plate,  &c.,  of  great  value.  Together 
with  the  fact  that  diflferent  agents  who  have  been  employed,  or  who 
have  come  here  on  their  own  responsibility,  have  written  to  the 
United  States  substantially  as  follows  : 

"  The  Jennings  Estate  is  of  all  others,  vrorth  considerable  ^cri- 
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fee  to  ns:  I  do  not  view  it  like  a  lotttrj  Tfhcrs  there  is- so  gr^at  & 
number  of  blanks  to  one  prize.  I  think  our  chances  of  success  are 
nine  out  of  ten.  First,  the  heirs  are  not  in  this  country  as  appears 
very  evident.  Second,  ther/hole  ground  liasbf^en  thoroughly  gone 
over,  and  evdry  point  canvassed,  likely  to  afford  information  of  the 
lawful  heirs.  Third,  the  Association  formed  in  Dublin  last  Aucust 
(1851)  after  spending  two  or  three  thoasa:\d  pounds  sterling,  con- 
cluded the  heirs  'Acre  in  the  Uniled  States  iVmerica.  We  have  a 
great  work,  great  encouragement,  aiid  the  most  favorable  advan- 
tage. And  other  similar  statements,  such- as  the  British  Govern- 
ment has  been  desirous  for  a  long  time  to  find  the  owners  of-  the' 
estate,  &c." 

These  things  altogether — though  from  them  all  nothing  definite' 
— but  nil  vague  and  uncertain,  and  quite  unsatisfactory,  have  tencT- 
ed  to  jiiake  tlie  various  brandies  of  Jennings, famihes  in  America, 
suppose  and  believe  that  this  immense  fortune  might  quite  easily 
iL)e  recovered  for  some  person  or  persons  in  America.  For  a  little* 
more  than  a  year  I  have  been  making  searches  and  various  enquiries 
as  to  this  Jennings  Property  and  tlie  Pedigree  of  the  Jennings's, 
and  all  I  shall  state  at  this  or  ony  other  time  I  am  prepared  to  prove 
by  various  Court  and  Parish  Kccords.  WilUam  Jcfuicns,  the 
Intestate  in  this  matter,  died  a  Bachelor  on  the  !19th  of  June 
179'^,  in  the  97th  year  of  his  age,  and  was  buried  at  Acton,  in  the 
County  of  Suffolk,  in  the  same  vault  with  his  father  and  mother. 
He  was  the  son  of  Robert  Jennings,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Lon- 
don, Bedford  Row,  Middlesex,  and  Acton,  SulTolk,  Esq.,  by  Ann 
Guidott.  his  wife  ;  his  said  parents  having  been  married  by  License 
on  the  17th  of  October,  1700,  and  their  only  child,  thesaid  William 
Jenni,ng8  was  baptized  on  the  4th  of  SeptembGr.vl701,  at  West- 
mins(ter  Abbey,  King  William  ill,  havin/.^  been  liis  Godfather.  The 
»aiL:  In  testate  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  possessed  of  enormous 
wealth,  both  real  and  personal,  which  had  descended  to  him  from, 
and  ha.d  been  the  accumulated  fortunes  of  his  father,  uncles,  grand- 
father an4  great  grandfiither,  through  a  period  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  years,  so  that  he  scarcely  knew  himself  what  he  really  was 
possessed  of.  Having  attained  to  so  great  an  age  he  had  outlived 
all  his  known  relations,  so  that  at  the  time  of  his  death  no  person 
came  forward  to  prove  kinship  to  him,  and  in  consequence  of  that 
the  Crown  authorities  took  possession  of  his  property  and  advertized 
for  his  ne?:t  of  kin.  In  September  1798,  William  Lygon,  Esq., 
(aftorwards  Earl  Bcauchamp)  the  son  of  Reginald  Pindcr  Lygon  and^ 
Su:sann;ih  Ilamner,  his  wife,  and  Mary  Finch,  Visjouutess  Andover, 
the  daughter  of  lionea^e  Finch,  Eail  of  Aylesford  and  Mary 
Fisher,  his  wife,  cousins  -Cj^erman.  once  lemoved  to  said  William 
Jennens,  applied  for  and  received  Letters  of  Administration  to  hi» 
Estato  and   effects,  and  under  this  Letter   ot  Administration   thev 


3 

took  possession  of  t'ue  greriter  part  of  Lis  property  ^vitbo^jt  opposi- 
tion from  any  source.  In  1817,  the  "widow  of  the  said  "William 
Lyaon,  Earl  Beaucbamp,  (wbo  died  in  October  1816)  as  Executor 
of  fcer  deceased  husband  applied  for  and  received  Letters  of  Ad- 
ministration c/e  io?a'5-  non  to  the  Personal  Estate  of  the  said  V/iiliam 
Jennena,  of  the  goods,  &;c..  left  uuadminiitered  by  the  said  William 
Lygon  and  Mary  Viscountess  Andover,  and  under  this  Letter  of 
Administration  she  received  considerable  sums  of  money  in  stocks, 
and  dividends.  It  is  believed  that  the  -whole  of  the  Estate  of  the 
said  William  Jennens,  v.'as  recovered  and  taken  possession  of  by  the 
above  named  Administration.  .  The  Real  Estate  of  said  William 
Jennens  passed  into  the  possession  of  Lady  Sophia  Howe,  the 
widow  of  Penn  Ashton  Curzon.  in  trust  for  the  teneSt  of  her  son 
George  Augustus  Carzon,  the  eldest  son  of  said  Penn  Ashton  Car- 
zon.  by  the  said  Lady  S  ophia  liowe,  his  wife,  as  the  Heir  at  Law 
and  first  cousin,  three  times  removed  to  said  William  JenEens.  and 
as  such  entitled  to  the  possession  of  his  ileal  Estate. 

It  is  stated  by  all  the  Jennens  claimants  that  the  said  Penn  Ash- 
ton Curzon  left  onlv  three  children,  or  rather  had  but  Mree  children, 
viz.  ;  Georce  Aueustus.  iSJarianna  and  Leicester,  and  that  Leices- 
ter  died  in  179S,  and  George  Augustus  died  in  1805.  I>ut  the 
Records  sh.ow  that  the  said  Penn  Ashton  Curzon  had  four  child- 
ren, three  softs  and  o«e  daughter,  viz.  :  George  Augustus.  Marian- 
na,  Leicester  and  F^ichard  William  Penn  :  that  George  Aucrustus 
and  Leicester  died  at  the  aforesaid  dates,  and  that  Eichard  William 
Penn  Curzon,  the  youngest  son,  is  the  present  Earl  Howe,  and  as 
such  &'jn,  of  said  Penn  Ashton  Curzon  and  Sophia  Earoness  Howe, 
his  wife,  and  as  the  Heir  at  Law  of  William  Jennings  or  Jennens, 
he  came  to  the  possession  of  all  his  PtCal  Estate  and  he  and  big 
family  still  hold  it,  or  at  least  all  that  tbey  have  not  disposed  of,  and 
so  it  has  stood  from  the  death  of  William  Jennens  to  the  present 
time.  It  may  app-ear  very  strange  that  a  family  wliich  had  been  so 
very  wealthy  through  so  many  generations,  could  only  produce 
three  relations  as  claimants  to  this  Estate,  each  of  them  belonging 
to  the  Aristocracy,  and  each  of  them  descended  through  the  femalo 
line,  but  such  appears  to  have  been  the  case  at  the  tirae  of  William 
Jennens  death,  and  not  much  time  was  lost  by  them  in  obtaining 
possession  of  his  Estats. 

Since  the  property  has  been  in  the  hands  of  these  Administrators, 
claimants  have  come  forward  by  the  hundred — nor  do  I  wonder  at 
it :  for  on  tracing  out  and  examining  the  pedigree  of  the  said  William 
Jennens'  family,  we  find  it  to  have  been  a  very  numerous  one. 

7'he  direct  Pedigree  of  V*;  illiam  Jennens  for  two  hundred  year= 
— that  is  to  eay — back  to  his  great  great  grandfather,  shows  that 
each  of  his  ancestors  left  several  children,  male  and  female — as  is 
proved  by  their  various  Wills  and  Parish  Records.     These  coilater- 


al  relatives  had,  of  course,  lost  sigbt  of  William's  particular  line  ; 
but  had  suiScient  time  been  allowed  after  "Williams  death  for  the 
different  Jennens  families  to  look  up  their  pedigrees,  then  there 
would  ha7e,  quite  likely,  been  plenty  of  Heirs  at  Law  found  in  the 
male  line,  and  in  the  name  of  Jennens  too ;  persons,  unquestionably  far 
more  j u'^tly  entitled  to  the  Real  Estate  (according  to  tne  various 
■wills)  than  those  who  obtained  possession  of  it. 

It  appears  that  the  groat  great  grandfiither  of  Vne  said  William 
Jennens  was  William  Jennings  (so  spelled)  of  the  Parish  of  Birm- 
ingham, in  the  county  of  Warwick,  who  died  in  the  year  1602, 
leavin2:  Joan  Jennings  his  widow,  and  Thomas.  William,  John. 
Abraham^  Ambrose,  Ann  and  Mary  his  children,  him  surviving.  It 
appears  that  all  these  children  attained  maturity,  that  they  mar- 
ried and  that  each  of  them  had  issue,  male  and  female,  as  is  proved 
by  the  will  of  their  mother,  the  said  Joan  Jennings,  Avho  died  in 
1622. 

The  Great  Grandfather  of  William  Jennens  the  Intestate, 
was  John  Jenings,  Jennings  or  Jennens,  son  of  the  before  men- 
tionedr\Vllliam  Jenings^  and  Joan  his  wife,  was  also  of  Birming- 
ham, and  acquired  considerable  property  in  that  town  and  elsewhere 
in  the  County  of  Y/arwick.  lie  married  twice  and  by  his  said  two 
wives  had  issue  eleven  children,  viz.  :  John,  Ambrose,  Alice, 
William,  Abraham,  Dorothy,  Esther,  Humphrey,  Joseph,  k^arah 
and  Edward.  Some  of  these  children  died  young,  but  tlie  others 
married  and  had  issue.  The  said  John  Jennings,  their  father,  died 
in  1653,  leaving  a  will.  The  Grandfather  of  William  Je?inings 
or  Jennes,  the  Intestate,  was  Humphrey  Jennings,  son  of  the  above 
John,  by  Joyce  his  wife,  was  also  of  Birmingham  and  elsewhere  in 
the  County  of  Warwick,  He  married  Mary  Millward,  and  by  her 
had  issue,  tvfelve  children,  viz.  :  Ann,  Justine,  Henry,  Charles, 
Mary,  Elizabeth,  John,  Humphrey,  Esther  Robert,  Philicia  and 
William.  Their  father,  the  said  Humphrey  Jennings,  died  in  1690, 
and  his  widow,  the  said  Mary,  died  in  1708,  both  of  them  leaving 
wills.  The  father  of  William  Jennens  the  Intestate,  was 
Robert  Jennens,  the  son  of  the  above  named  Humphrey  Jennings, 
and  Mavy,  his  wife,  was  of  London  and  elsewhere.  He  married 
Ann  Guidott  in  the  year  1700,  as  aforesaid,  and  had  issue  only  one 
child,  the  said  Yfilliam  Jennens,  who  died  in  1798,  a  bachelor,  In- 
testate. His  father,  the  said  Robert  Jennens,  died  in  1725. 
and  his  mother,  the  said  Ann  Jennens, died  in  1761.  In 
tho  year  1726  the  said  William  Jennens  made  ft  will  in  favor  of 
his  mother,  but  having  outlived  her,  such  will  became  void.  The 
above  is  the  direct  pedigree  of  the  said  William  Jennens,  as  proved 
by  good  and  sufficient  Legal  Record  evidence  ;  and  the  following 
jxplains  how  the  aforesaid  administrators  were  connected  with  him. 

Ann  Jennens,  the  eldest  child  of  the  aforesaid    Humphrey  Jen- 
nens and  Mary  bis  wife,  man'ied  Sir  Clcmei:t  Eijiher  -nA  had  issue, 


:imong  others  Mary  Fisher  who  married  Ileneage  Finch,  first  Earl 
of  Aylesford,  and  had  issue  among  others,  Mary  Finch,  who  mar- 
ried the  Viscount  Andover,  and  survived  him  ;  she  administered  to 
4he  Estate  of  William  Jcnnens  in  1798,  and  died  in  1803  ;  this 
Mary  ^Finch  Viscountess  Andover  was  therefore  Great  Grand 
'daughter  to  Humphrey  Jennings,  and  first  cousin  once  removed  to 
William  Jennens. 

Esther  Jennens,  the  ninth  child  of  the  said  Humphrey  Jennings 
and  Mary  his  wife,  married  William  Hamnerand  had  issue,  among 
others,  Susa-nnah  Hamner,  who  married  Reginald  Finder,  wKo  took 
the  name  of  Lygon,  and  had  issue  among  others,  William  Lygon, 
afterwards  Earl  Beauchamp,  who  administered  to  William  Jennens' 
Estate  in  1798,  and  died  in  1816.  This  William  Ly^ron  therefore, 
stood  in  the  same  degree  of  relationship  to  Humphrey  and  William 
Jennens,  as  Mary  Finch  Viscountess  Andover  did,  and  he  was 
joined  administrator  with  her  in  1798.  With  regard  to  the  Heir 
at  Law's  connection  with  William  Jennens,  it  is  explained  thus  : 
Charles  Jennens,  the  fourth  child  of  Humphrey  Jennens  and  Mary 
his  wife.  Married  Elizabeth  Burdett  and  had  issue,  amonfj  others, 
Elizabeth  Jennings,  who  married  her  first  consin  William  Hamner, 
(the  son  of  William  Hamner  and  Esther  Jennens  his  Avife,  the 
sister  of  Charles  Jennens  and  daughter  of  Humphrey  /ennens) 
who  had  issue,  a  daughter,  Esther  Hamner,  who  married  Asheton 
Curzon,  and  had  issue,  a  son,  Penn  Asheton  Curzon,  who  married 
Sopliia  Baroness  Howe,  and  had  issue,  Richard  William  Penn 
Curzon,  the  present  Earl  Howe,  and  consequently  the  present  Earl 
Howe  is  first  Cousin,  three  times  removed,  and  Heir  at  Law  of  said 
William  /ennens  the  Intestate,  and  therefore  became  possessed  of 
the  Real  Estate. 

I  have  thus  briefly  stated  the  Pedigree  of  the  present  possessors 
to  this  Jennings  Estate.  I  am  making  a  Pedigree  with  Records, 
which  I  will  send  you  as  soon  as  completed.  I  called  upon  Messrs. 
Child  &  Co.,  Bankers,  Temple  Bar,  London,  in  regard  to  the  Chest 
or  Bo.x  said  to  be  deposited  there.  Mr.  Barlow,  of  Philadelphia^ 
liad  told  us  about  his  having  called  there  and  that  Childs  &  Co.,, 
had  told  him  there  was  such  a  box  for  Jennings  as  he  enquired  for, 
^c,  &c.,  which  you  will  remember,  but  as  you  will  see  before  I 
close  is  not  of  much  consequence.  Mr.  James  Mangnall  of  7-2 
Waterloo  street,  Bosten,  wrote  me  that  this  box  was  deposited  in  the 
custody  of  the  Child's  Banking  Company,  Temple  Bar,  London. 
Mr.  Barlow  was  supplied  wilh  Power  of  Attorney,  and  these  papers 
deposing  to  the  events,  and  with  a  very  great  deal  of  trouble  and 
references,  we  got  introduced  to  the  Director  of  the  Bank,  who  ex- 
amined the  document  and  Power  of  Attorney,  and  very  politely 
Bent  for  an  old  Book  in  which  entries  was  made  to  all  depositee,  and 
we  found  near  the  date  which  theee  papers  gave,  that  one  Robert 
Jenijinga  did  deposits  a  case  or  box  with  sai(9  Bank,  but  we  was  not 


o/ilowed  to  inspect  it,  as  ^Ye  could  not  prove  tliat  we  were  auiliorizo<l 
by  bonafide  relatives  to  the  deceased,  Sarah  t/enningg,  and  of  course 
Mr.  Barlow  returned    to  procure    all  the  documentary  evidence  he 
•<30uld  of  the  relationship,    in  1^61    and  I    had  Power  of  x\ttorney 
sent  to  mo  with  similar  particulars    to  Mr,  Barlow    and  again  went 
■to  London,  and  after  very  expensive  exertions  again  had  an  audience 
with  the  director,  which,    upon  inspection  upon   "\^hat  I  produced, 
said  that    he  was  really  sorry  that    what  I  produced   did  not  allow 
him  to  let  me  investigate  the  Chest,  and  advised  rae  to  write  to  Mr. 
Williara  Bartlett,  saying  he    must  get  all  the  certificates  he  can  to 
prove  the  identity  of  relation  and  then  make  the  breach  of  connec- 
tion up,    attested  too   upon  oath  before  a  Justice  of  the    Peace  at 
Philadelphia,  send   it  over  along  with  a    Power  of  Attorney  on  my 
behalf,  might  induce   him  to  proceed  futher,  &c.,   &c.       1  had  no 
difficulty  or  expensive  exertions  to  get  access  to  the  Banking  House 
of  Messrs.  Childs  &  Co.,  Temple  Bar,  London,  which  is  now  and 
always  has  been  a  private  Bank,       There  is  no    such  person  as  a 
Director  in  or  about  the  Bank  and  never  was.     They  also  say  that 
to  their  best  knowledge  and  belief,  they  never  saw  or  ever  heard  of 
Mr,  ./ames  Mangnall  or  Mr.  Barlow,  and  that  they  never  called  at 
•heir  Bank  to  their  knowdedge  ;  and  further,  that  there    is  no  such 
'■  'hest,  Box,  or  other  package    in  their  custody  for  Sarah  /ennens, 
./ennings  or  /cnings,  or  for  Robert  or  any  other  Jennings.     I  read 
?o  him  the  letter  of  James  Mangnall  of  72  Waterloo  street,  Bolton, 
»tnd  at  the  time  when  he  says  he  called  there,  was  not  so  remote  as 
io  have  caused  the   circumstance  to    have  been  forgotten,   if  it  was 
true,  which  they  deny,       I  was  compel^sd  to    place  the  statement 
•with  many  others,  as  a  fiction.       Messrs.  Childs  &  Co.,  also  wrote 
me  a  letter  which  I  now  have,   and  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  : 

Temple  Bar,  London,  E.  C,  1865. 

"  Messrs.  Child  &  Co.,  present  their  compliments  to  Mr.  Fisher, 
and  inform  him  that  they  have  no  box  in  their  possession  in  either 
of  the  names  he  mentions." 

I  of  course  gave  tlicm  good  references,  &c.,  as  to  my  right  to 
make  the  enquiry,  &c.,  &c.,  but  it  was  not  difficult  or  expensive  to 
do  so.  They  were  extremely  civil,  and  in  my  presence,  although 
they  were  satisfied  because  they  examined  between  my  first  and 
second  visit,  the  books  were  searched,  and  I  looked  them  over  my- 
self and  no  such  thing  is  there.  This  was  done  for  my  satisfaction 
and  at  my  request. 

The  fact  of  it  is  that  the  administrators  of  William  Jennens  took 
all  o:  his  estate  into  their  possession  in  1798  and  1818.  Why 
shou'd  they  not  have  done  so  ?  The  Administrators  were  first 
cousins  once  removed  of  said  Intestate.  Who  is  nearer?  No  one 
appmed  then  claiming  to  be  nearer  related,  and  Admon  was  grant- 


6"(1  vritbo\it  opposition.  AVell  now  suppose  there  aVe  sittue  parties 
nearer  related  than  those  were  ?  Ho\t  will  you  avoid  tli«  folIo\vir>g 
Sections  of  Law  from  the  Act  "  entitled  An  Act  for  the  Limita- 
tion of  Actions  and  Suits  relating  to  Real  Property  and  for  sim- 
plyfying  the  Hemedies  for  trying  the  Rights  thereto."'  Section 
Second  provides  "  That  no  suit  shall  be  maintained  but  within 
twenty  years  after  the  person  has  a  right  to  bring  the  action,  of 
afcer  the  person  through  who  he  claims  had  the  right."  Section 
Sixteen  excepts  persons  under  disability  of  Infancy,  Lunacy, 
Coverture  or  Absence  beyond  seas,  and  allows  ten  years  after  the 
disability  hag  been  removed.  And  Section  Seven  provides  that  the 
whole  time  shall  not  exceed  forty  years  although  the  person  re- 
mains under  one  or  more  said  disabilities  for  the  whole  of  such  forty 
years."  This  is  as  to  Real  Estate,  and  the  Act  of  1859  makes  it 
also  applicable  to  Personal  Estate,  taken  possession  of  by  an  Ad- 
ministrator. Mr.  Partington  says  that  this  last  Law  was  passed  in 
consequence  of  your  Shaul  case.  Fuller  extracts  of  this  last  named 
act  I  will  send  you  with  the  Pedigree  I  am  preparing.  My  owD' 
opinion  is  that  the  Act  of  1859  does  not  apply  in  any  manner  to 
Admon  granted  to  the  Crown.  So  property  may  be  recovered  from 
the  Crown,  although  more  than  forty  years  have  elapsed. 

I  have  made  very  many  searches  in  this  matter  as  to  Pedigree, 
all  of  which  will  appear  on  my  Pedigree. 

I  believe  it  perfectly  useless  to  spend  any  more  money  or  time  in 
this  case.  Partington,  whom  you  know  very  yell,  says  unhesitating- 
ly, after  looking  over  what  I  have,  that  the  case  is  not  good,  that 
there  is  no  possible  way  of  avoiding  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
even  though  other  parties  could  show  they  were  much  nearer  re- 
lated, than  those  who  got  the  property,  to  said  William  ./ennings, 
I  am  prepared  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  suggest,  or  that 
any  of  the  parties  desire  to  ask.  I  can  do  it  at  once  and  with  no 
trouble  as  I  think  I  have  all  the  searching  completed. 

I  remain  yours  very  truly, 

C.  M.  FISHER. 

The  foregoing  report  seems  to  be  full  and  to  take' in  the  whole 
case. 

As  I  was  much  disappointed  in  the  result  of  his  investigation, 
and  as  I  had  collected  much  information  in  Philadelphia  and  other 
places,  relative  to  the  case,  after  Mr.  Fisher's  departure  for  Eng- 
land, which  he  was  not  in  possession  of  when  he  made  the  investi- 
gation, I  concluded  before  placing  before  the  Association  the  fore- 
going report  of  Mr.  Fisher,  to  write  him  what  new  information  I 
had  gathered  and  request  him  to  investigate  certain  points  and  sete 
if  it  was   not  possible  for  him  to  come  to  a  different  coaclueion  m 


Ihis  matter.     My  importunity  in  this  matter  seems  to  have  disgtisl- 

ed  him,  30  much  so  that  on  the    25th  of  July  last  he  wrote  me  aa 

follows  : 

Jennings  :  I  am  surprised  at  your  conduct  in  this  case.      I  sent 
you  an  honest  report  in  this  case,  &c.     I  have  examined  the  •whole 
case  over  and  over  aga'n  and  I  can  see  no  possible  way  or  reason  for 
changing  my  mind.     I  am  willing  to  stand  by  what  I  have  written 
you  in  this  matter,  &c.       Eut  really,  when  you  come  to  apply  a 
little  ordinary  common  sense  to  the  case  and  the  laws  of  England 
to  it,  it  seems  to  me  very  plain  and  simple.       Consider  with  me  for 
one  minute.     William  Jennings  died  in  1798.     Administration  was 
granted  to  the  Crown.      In  September   1798,  this  Administration 
to  the    Crown  was    revoked,  and    Administration    was   granted  to 
William  Lygon,  Esq.,    (afterwards   Earl  Howe)  and   Mary  Finch 
Viscountess   Andover.      These  two    persons   were   alleged   to  be 
cousins  german  once  removed  to  the   Intestate,  and   such  was  then 
proved  to  be  the    facts  at  that  time.       Further  Administration  was 
granted   in  1816  to  the  widows  of  said  Earl  Howe.     Now  then, 
whether  rightly  or  wrongly  granted  is  no  sort  of   consequence. 
Administration  rvas  granted^  and    without  opposition,   (but  that 
is  also  immaterial.)       Well,  then,  who  as  administrators  did  they 
represent?    The  Intestate,  William  Jennings,  as  a  matter  of  course. 
And  what  were  the  rights  and  duties  ?    To  collect  in  the  personal 
estate  and  distribute  it  according   to  law.     Were  they  then  such 
fools  as  not  to  have  all  the  stocks,  funds  and  monies  transferred 
into  their  own  names,  as  well  as  to  secure  the  "  Chest"  and  that 
"  Iron  Box"  at  Dontors  Common's  (which,  by  the  way,  was  never 
there  and  Ford  never  pointed  it  out  to  anybody  and  never  told  or 
wrote  to  anybody  anything  of  the  kind,  and  in  fact  never  had  heard 
of  the  circumstances  till  I  read  him  your  letter.)     What  do  yoa 
do  when  you  are  made  an  administrator  ?    What  does  any  one  do  ? 
What  do  you  suppose  these   administrators  did?     They  w"ere  ap- 
pointed surely  quite  early  after  the  death  of  William  Jennings. 
They   had  undisputed  access   to  all  his   papers,   books,   &c.,    &c. 
Would  they  have  been  likely  to  have  neglected  to  collect  in  these 
boxes  of  money  ?     Well  when  was  this  ?     Was  it  less  or  more  than 
forty  years  ago  ?    If  more,  then  Parliament  must  undo  what  they 
have  done;  or,  admitting  the  administration    wrongly  granted  and 
the  property  wrongly  held  and  divided,  there  is  no  remedy.     Par- 
liament is  Supreme  here.     There  is  no  written  constitution,  &c. 

I  now  think  Mr.  Fisher  has  made  a  thorough  examination  of  this 
case  in  England,  and  after  examining  this,  his  report,  I  am  com- 
pelled to  arrive  at  the  same  conclusion  that  he  does,  that  no  claim 
to  the  William  Jennings  property  can  ever  bo  substantiated  by  any 
American  or  English  Jennings. 
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I  should  have  been  pleased  to  have  sent  you  this  report  earlier, 
but  Mr.  Fisher's  funds  were  somewhat  limited,  as  he  had  to  pay  for 
exchange  over  $260  for  ,^100  English  exchange  when  he  started 
for  England,  so  he  was  obliged  to  practice  economy  in  order  to 
make  a  thorough  investigation  of  other  claims,  at  the  same  time  he 
was  at  work  on  this.  I  am  disappointed  in  the  final  result  of  the 
investigation,  but  I  can  see  nothing  which  leaves  even  a  hope. 

Your  obedient  servant, 

COLUMBUS  SMITH. 

West  Salisbury.  Vt.,  August  16th.  1866. 


PKTJIGREES. 

I.  Humphrey  Jennens,  baptized  at  St.    Mirtins,   Birmlnghani,  23  August,  1G29, 

married  at  Darby  Church,  Derbyshire,  16  .-ept.,  1657;  buried  at  Nether- 
whiteacre. 

II.  1.  Auti  .Jennens,  baptized  at  >t  Martins,  Birminjihim;  buried  at  Packingtou  in 

1707;  married  -ir  ('leiuent  Fisher,  Bart.     Tiey  had  issue.  \  iz  : 
III.  Mary  Fisher,  buried  at  Bath  iu  17-10;  married  ijeueage  Finch,  first  E.irl 

of  Aylesbury.     Left  issue  six  children. 
[V.  Mary   Finch,    baptized    1st  May,  1716;  married  6  Nov.,  1736;  buried  in 
1"03.     She  was  joint  a  liiiiuistratrit  with  Wm    Lygon,  of  the  estate 
of  William  .lennens.      William    Baggott    is   her  personal    representa- 
tive     Mairled  Viscount  Andover,  son  of  the  Earl  of  buifolk;  buried 
10  .iuiy,  175G.     She  had  issue  : 
V.  ilon.  Richard  Howard,  buried  1818.     Wm.  Bsggott  proved  bis  will. 
.Mary  and  four  other  children, 
n.  2.  Justin  Jennens,  buried  at  ^t-  Martins,  Birmingham,  11  Feb.,  1659. 

3.  Henry  Jennens,  buried  January  8,  1676. 

4.  Charley  Jennens,  baptized  at  J-t.  Martins.   B'.rmingham;  buried  at  Nether- 

white  icre,  4  July.  1747;  married  Elizabeth  Burdett,  11  December,  1689  ; 
buried  at  Netherwhiteacre  in  170S.     They  had  issue, 

III.  1    Burdett  Jennens,  baptized  9  June,  1692,  at^ston;  buried  July  25,  1705, 

at  Netherwhiteacre 

2.  liumphrey  Jennens,  burled  9  .June,  1712,  at  Netherwhiteacre. 

3.  Charles  Jennens,  buried  2ii  November  1773,  aged  75,  a  bachelor. 

4.  Robert  Jennens,  buried  a  bachelor  in  1728,  at  Netherwhiteacre. 

5.  Mary  Jennens,  buried  26  December,  1708,  a  child,  at  Netherwl.iteacre. 

6.  Mary  Jennens,  buried  10  Ar.gust,   1725,  at  NetherwhiteaciC,  a  Spinter. 

7.  Elizabeth  Jennens,  married  her  1st  cousin,  V.'m    Haumer,  son  of  Esther 
Jennens,  in  1726.  buried  in  1777.     >he  had  issue, 

IV.  Esther  Hanmer,  buried  21  July,  1764;  married  AshetouCurzon,  created  Baron, 

1797;  Viscount,  1802;  had  issue, 
V      1.  Pen   Asheton  Curzon,  baptized  81  January,    175'i;   buried  1797;  married 
Lady  Jt^ophia  Howe,  27  July,  1787;  bad  issue, 
VL     1.   Geo.  Augustus  William,  baptized  May,  1788,  at  St.  Georges,  Han-, 
over  Square,  London;  buried  6  January,  1805. 

2.  Mu-auda,  baptized  30  August.  1790. 

3.  Leicester,  born  at  Gopshall,  8  November,  .1792;   buried  25  May, 

1793. 

4.  Richard  Wm.  Penn,  born  a  Gopshall,  December  11,  1796,  baptized 

in  the  Chapel,  7  January,  1797.     T/t-?  jn-escnt  Earl  Howe. 
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V.  2.  Catherine  Cuizon,  baptized  1758;  married  Sir  George  Biomley,  1778. 
3.  Mary  Curzon,  baptized  1763;  buried  1804;   married  Baron  tJtowell, 
1779. 

II.  5.  Mary  Jennens,    baptized  at    St.  Martins,   Birmingham;  buried  at  Nether- 

whiteacre,  27  October,  1700.     Spinster. 
G.  Elizabeth  Jennens,  baptized  at  St    Martins,  Birmingham.  4  January,   1665; 

buried  22  February,  1737,  as  Elizabeth,  Tvife  of  Benj.    Bird  — Jeremiah 

Smith,  first    husband,  married    7  October,    1714,  at  iiandworth.  —  Benj. 

Bird,  second  liusband. 
7.  John   Jennens     baptized  5  September,  16G7,    at  St.   Martins,  Birmingham; 

buried  at  Bath,    1733;   marrieil    Elizabeth   Fisher,  sister  to   Sir  Clement 

Fisher,  in  1694      He  had  issue, 

III.  1.  Ann  Jennens  died    before   her  father,  buried   at  St.  Georges,  in  the  Fields, 

London. 
2    Mary  Jennens,  baptized  1698;  buried,  1736    at  Christ  Church,  London, 
a  Spinster.     Executrix  of  her  father. 
II.  S    Ilumjjhrey  Jennens,  baptized,  1C6S,   at  St.    Martins,  Birmingham;   buried 
September,  1725,  a  bachelor,  of  St.  Clements  Danes      His  will  proved  by 
his  brother  William,  1725. 
9.  Esther  Jenncas,  baptized  24  December,  1670;  married  25  November,  1701; 
died  21  July,  1764;  she  married  W'm  Manmer,  of  Bett 'sfiled,  Flint,  who 
was  buried  2November,  17 •14.     He  had  issue,  viz: 
III.   1,  Thomas    Haiimcr,  married,  in  1733,   Lady  Catherine  Percival,    buried 
1748. 

2.  Wm.  Haiimer,  married  his  first  cousin,  Elizabeth  Jennens,  daughter  ot 
Charles  Jennens,  1726. 

3.  Humphrey  Ilanmer,  married  Catherine  Quartermain. 

4.  Phelicia  lianmer,  buried  1741,  married  Itev.  Taur.ton  Degg. 

5.  Susannah  Hanmer,  buried  1785,  marrie  I  Reginald  Finder.     He  took  the 
name  of  Lygon      They  nad  issue,  viz  : 

IV.  1.   Wil  iam  l^ygon,  baptized  1747;  buried  18l6 — He  was  the  joint  ad- 
ministrator with  Mary,  Viscountess  of  Andover,  of  the  estate  of  Wm. 
Jennens.     .She  was  the   grand- laughter  of  Sir  Clement   Fisher,  by 
Ann  Jennens,  his  wife. 
2.  Elizabeth  Lygon,  married  Hon.  John  York. 
III.  6.   Mary  Hanmer,  buried  unmarried 
II    10,  Robert  Jennens.  baptized  1672;  buried  at  Acton,  25  February,  1725;  mar- 
ried Ann  Gui  lott,    17   October,    170),  at  Westminster  Abbey;  buried  at 
Acton,  1761      Had  issue,  viz: 
William  Jennens,   baptized  4  September,   1701.     King  Wm.  Ill ,  was 
his  God-father,  died  19  June,  1798,  intestate.     The  late  Mary,  Vis- 
countess Andover,    and  William.  1st  Earl   of  Beauchamp,    were  his 
administrators     Catherine,  Dowager,  Countess  of  Beauchamp,  is  now 
his  personal  representative. 
II.  11.  Piielicia  Jennens,  baptized  1674;  bui-ied  1744,  a  Spinster. 
II.  12.   William  Jennens,  baptized  10  November.  1676;  buried  1744,  a  bachelor    He 
was  a  merchant   of  London   and  of  North  Barnet.     Sole  executor  to  his 
-brother  Humphrey's  Will. 

This  pedigree  shows  how  the  Andovers,  the  Lygons,  (now 
Beauchamps)  and  the  Howe's  administered  to  the  Estate  of  Wm. 
Jennens,  who  died  in  1798. 

C.  M.  FISHER. 


NOV  21  mo 


